In: Emar Maier, Corien Bary & Janneke Huitink, eds. (2005) "Proceedings of
www.ru.nl/ncs/sub9

TOWARDS AN UNDERSTANDING OF THE MEANING OF
NOMINAL TENSE'

JudithTonhauser
StanfordUniversity

juditht@stanford.edu

Abstract

ParaguayarGuara®hasnominalinRectionalsufPxeswith temporalmeanings!
challengethe claim thatthey are nominaltensegcf. Nordlingerand Sadler2004),
andanalyze¢hemasnominalaspects| presentvidencethatpointsto crosslinguistic
variationin the way in which nounphrasesaretemporallyinterpretedandaddress
the implicationsof the existenceof languagesvith nominaltemporalmarkers for
theoriesof temporalityandcrosslinguistidemporalinterpretation.

ParaguayarGuara(Tupi-Guaradlanguagefamily) hastwo nominal sufPxes-kueand
-r&, which contritute to the temporalinterpretationof the noun or nominal projection
to which they attacht For example,in (1a), wherethe nounpaOpriesti® not marked
with -kueor -ra, the referentof the nounis assertedo have beena priestat the time at
whichthespealer saw theindividual? (Guara®doesnot have adePnitedeterminel) The
interpretationof (1a) contrastswith that of (1b) and (1c), wherethe noun paOiQpriestO
is marked with -kueand-ra, respectrely: in (1b), theindividual wasa priestat a time
beforethe spealer saw the individual, but not anymore at the time of the seeingevent,
whereag1c) corveys thatthe individual is not a priestat the time at which the spealer
sawv the individual, but will bein the future. As the examplesin (1) illustrate, Guaram®
doesnot have agrammaticalizegbasttensefor verbs,but the unmarled form of theverb
(i.e.,heha Osedf (1)) is usedin presenandpastcontets alike.

(1) a. Kuehe a-hechgali-pe.
yesterday-see priestPE
OYsterday saw thepriestO

b. Kuehe a-hechgalOkue-pe.
yesterdayl-see priestkKUE-PE
O¥sterdayt sav theformerpriestO

' My thinking about this topic hasgreatlybenebtedrom mary insight of anddiscussionsvith David
Bearer who | thankfor his time andguidance.Otherpeopleto thankfor commentsand discussionsare
JohnBeavers,Cleo Condoradi, Ashwini Deo, IltamarFrancez Philip Hofmeister Paul Kiparsky, Andrew
Koontz-GarboderBethLevin, ElenaMaslova, andlvanSag,aswell astheaudiencesf SuBIX andSSILA
2005.0f courseall errorsaremy own. The Guarai®@datain this paperwascollectedduringthe summerof
2004in Paraguay | alsothankmy Guaramlanguageconsultantsviarite Maldonalo, SabinaCantero,and
NicolasCanterdfor theirtime andhelp.

1Thelanguagenasathird nominaltemporaimarker -re, whichis oftensufexedto individual-level nouns
to indicatethatthereferentis dead.A discussiorof -re is left for futureresearch.

2] usethe following glossesn this paper: -K UE=nominalterminative aspectjn nasalcontets -ngue
KURI=tense/aspecharker; -PE=accusatie/oblique/locdte argumentmarker, in nasalcontets -me -Qu=
questionmarker; -RA=nominalprospectre aspet; -TA=irrealismoodor futureterse.
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c. Kuehe a-hechgaOra-me.
yesterday-see priestRA-PE _
OYsterday saw the seminarist/futurgriestO

In the examplesin (1), thetemporalinterpretatiorof the nounpaODpriest® determined
relative to thetime atwhich theverb hetha Oseea®interpretedput this is not necessarily
the case. The temporalinterpretationof a noun phraseargumentcanbe independenof
the temporalinterpretationof the mainverh For instance,in (2), the nounphraseche
ru Omyfather(s interpretedat a time after the time at which the verb complex kove ypy
ObéornQs interpreted becausehe individual denotedoy the noun phrasewasnot the
spealer®fatheryet atthetime of his birth in 1950.

(2) Cheru oi-koveypy 1950-pe.
my father3-live origin 1950 PE.
OMyfatherwasbornin 19500

In principle then,the temporalinterpretationof nounphrasesn Guarais independent
of the time at which the main verb is interpreted. (Similar obserations were made
for the temporalinterpretationof nounphrasesn English, see,e.g.,Ent 1981, Musan
1995, Tonhauser2002.) ParaguayanGuaram®is not the only languagewith nominal
temporalmarkers: Nordlingerand Sadler(2004, o2) identify about20 suchlanguages
from all over the world. The existenceof suchlanguagesasa numberof important
implications: 1. Although it is probablytrue that there are more languageswith ver
bal thanwith nominaltense/aspeanorphology? co-occurrencavith suchmorphology
canno longerbe considered crosslinguisticallyvalid criterion for verb-hood(cf., e.g.,
Crystal1997,Given 2001). 2. Modernlinguistic theoriesof temporalityin naturallan-
guages(e.g., Reichenbacl947, Smith 1991, Kamp and Reyle 1993, Klein 1994) are
almostexclusively concernedvith the temporalinterpretationof verbsand verbal pro-
jections. This is probablydueto the fact that Indo-Europeananguageswhich provide
the empiricalbasisfor suchtheoriesonly have tense/aspechf3ectionalmorphologyfor
verbs. Sincethe denotationof othercontentfulexpressionsn the clause(like nouns,ad-
jectives,possessis)alsodepend®on thetime of evaluation(cf. Eng1981,Musan1995,
TonhauseR002for English),thetemporalinterpretationof propositionss not complete
(in any language)f it doesnotestablisithetemporalrelationshipof all propertiesandre-
lationsexpressedvithin theclausewith respecto, e.g.,theutteranceor referencdime of
the proposition. Thus,the existenceof languagesvith nominaltemporalmarkerspoints
to an empiricalinadequag andlack of generalityof currenttheoriesof temporality 3.
From the perspectie of crosslinguisticsemanticsthe temporalinterpretationof noun
phrasegaisesthe questionof the natureof the variationin this domainof language.ls
therevariationin theway in which nounphrasesaretemporallyinterpretedanddoesthis
variation correlatewith whetherthe languagehastemporalinf3ectionsfor nominal pro-
jections(e.g.,Guaram)or not (e.g.,English)?How do temporaladwerbslik e formerand
future differ from inf3ectionalmarkers,andhow is this differencecapturedn the formal

3The notion Ononimal tense/aspeanorphology@s usedherefor markerswhosesemanticcontritution
affectsthe interpretationof the nounphrasethey areattachedo (cf. Nordlingerand Sadler2004,%2), but
not for markerswho affect the interpretationof the verb but just happento be attachedo a nounphrase
argument(cf. NordlingerandSadler 2004,53).
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analysis?Many of theseconcernsandquestionswill not be addressedh this paper but
serne aspointersfor futureresearch.

The main contritutions of this paperare the following. In sectionl, | argue that the
nominaltemporalmarkersof Guara®arenominalaspectscomparabldo verbalaspects,
ratherthannominaltensesasNordlinger& Sadlerclaim. | presenanimplementatiorof
thetemporalinterpretatiorof nounphraseshatis compatiblewith theoriesof temporal-
ity like Reichenbacl947,Smith 1991, Kamp andReyle 1993,Klein 1994. In section
2, | presemn evidencefor the existenceof crosslinguisticvariationin the domainof the
temporalinterpretatiorof nounphrasesSection3 brie3y discusseshreeareador future
researchandthe paperis concludedn section4.

1 Nominal temporal markersin Guaran®

My goalis this sectionis to present formal analysisof Guara®-kueand-raasnominal
aspect$. It is instructive, however, to bPrstconsiderthe criteriathatled Nordlingerand
Sadler(2004)to proposethatthe Guara®markersarenominaltensesnot only because
therejectionof the tenseanalysisindirectly supportshe aspectuabnalysis but alsobe-
causeit allows usto re-evaluateNordlinger & Sadler€claim (p.801)that the nominal
temporalmarkersof all thelanguagesliscussedh =2 of their paperhave tensemeanings.

1.1 Guaran®-kue and -raare not nominal tenses

A temporalmarker (and,hencealanguage)s includedin Nordlinger& Sadler€study if
it (i) is amorphologicalcategory of the nominalword class,(ii) is notrestrictedto nom-
inals functioning as predicatesf verblessclauseshut is encodedon argumentsand/or
adjunctNP/DPsin clausesheadedby verbs, (iii) is productve acrossthe whole word
classandnot restrictedto a small subsetof forms, and (iv) if it marksOadistinctionin
one or more of the categoriesof tense,aspect,and mood, wherethesecateyoriesare
standardlydebnedasthey would be for verbs(e.g., Crystal 1997)Qcf., Nordlingerand
Sadler2004,778).1t is criterion(iv) thatl take acloserlook atsinceit is the basisfor the
claim that the Guara®markersare nominaltenses.Accordingto Crystal (1997, 384f),
tenseOmarkshe time at which the actiondenotedoy the verbtook placeOfrom which |
take it thatNordlinger& SadlerassumehatGuara®-kueand-ra markthetime atwhich
thepropertydenotedy thenoun(e.g.,paOOpriest® (1)) is truefor the denotatiorof the
nounphrase.This seemdntuitively correctbecausefor example,the time at which the
propertydenotedby paOOpriest® trueis differentin (1b,c)thanin (1a), thanksto the
semantiaccontritution of the nominaltemporalmarkers-kueand-ra. However, members
of the category Oaspectbe alsoknown to be ableto affect the temporallocation of an
eventor state(cf., e.g.,Smith 1991, Bohnemger and Swift 2004). We cannotrely on
intuitionsto determinewhethera particularform is Otensefd Oaspectt needto exam-
ine the meaningcontritution of the form to identify its cateyory.® In orderto establish

4Gregoresand Suarez(1967,127f), a descriptve grammarof ParaguayarGuarai,identipes-kueand
-ra asnominalinBectionalelementswith a temporalmeaning namelyOformempast@nd Ofutur® respec-
tively. VelazqueZ1996,8) calls-kueOnomingbast@nd-ra Onominauture.

50f course,it is logically possiblethat nominal temporalmarlers are nether like verbal tensesnor
aspectsandthatwe needto inventnew cateyoriesfor nominaltemporalmarkers. My working hypothesis
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whetherwe can maintainthe claim that thesemarkers aretenses| assumgfollowing
Crystal,andhenceNordlinger& Sadler)thattenseidentiPeghetime at which a stateor
eventis true. In otherwords,tenseis a relationbetweentwo times,one of which is the
situationtime (TSit) of the eventuality® i.e., the time at which the eventualityis true. |
distinguishOdeictict@nse wherethe secondime is thetime of utterancefrom OrelatieO
tensewherethe secondime s ary contectually giventime (cf., Comrie1985)/

| discusghequestiorof whetherGuaram-kueis adeicticpasttensebasedntheexample
(1b), whichis repeatedelown for corveniencelf -kuewerea deictic pasttensejt would
locatethe TSit of thenounpaODpriest®e., thetime atwhich the propertyOpriesti®true
for theindividual denotedoy the nounphraseat a contextually salienttime t prior to the
utterancdime. In (1b), thistimet is thetime denotedby kueheQyesterdayThus,if -kue
wereadeicticpasttensewe would expect(1b) to meanthatthespealer sav anindividual
yesterdaywho atthetime of the seeing-gentwasa priest. Thisis notwhat(1b) means.

(1b) Kuehe a-hechgalkue-pe.
yesterday-see priestkUE-PE
OYésterday saw theformerpriestO

Rather the interpretationof (1b) requiresthat the property Opriest{d not true at t (the
time denotedoy yesteday andthetime atwhich the spealer saw theindividual), but was
true at an earlier (unspecibedj)ime. This meaningis schematicallyrepresentedh (3).
Following Tonhause(2000),thestatediscourseeferentsin (3) representthe TSit of the
nounpaODpriest@ndnow refersto thetime of utterance.

(8) Themeaningof (1b): (omitting therepresentationf debniteness)

’ s:priest(x) A s:priest(x)

|
I — | [l
- I

t=yesterday’ now

Accordingto (3), the temporalinterpretationof the nounpaODpriesti®d (1b) involvesa
statechangefrom beinga priest(at an unspecibedime in the past)to not beinga priest
arymoreatt. This statechanges entailedby (1b): (4) is infelicitous becausehe state
changss explicitly deniedby the continuationOhevasa priestyesterdayO.

(4) #Kuehe a-hechgalOkue-pe, kuehe haOeali kuri.
yesterdayl-see priestKUE-PE yesterdayhe priestKURlI
(Yesterday saw theformerpriest,hewasa priestyesterday)

Could an analysisof -kue as a relatve pasttenseresultin the desiredinterpretationof

in this paperis thatthis is not the case.

6Throughouthis paperl useOeentualityCasa cover termfor statesandevents.

"Usingthis depnition,l try to follow ascloselyaspossibleNordlinger& Sadler€assumptionswith the
goal of identifying the basisof their claim thatthe Guaranominaltemporalmarkersarenominaltenses.
Of course accordingo theoriesof temporalitylike Reichenbacli 947, KampandReyle 1993,Klein 1994,
wheretenseexpresseshe relationshp betweerthe referenceandthe utteranceime, the Guara®markers
arenot tensedo begin with. Neverthelessi,it is instrudive to work out the consequencesf Nordlinger&
Sadler€assumptiongo bette understandhe meaningf thesemarlers.
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(1b)? Suchananalysiswould locatethe TSit of paODpriestdiatime t' thatis prior to a
contextually salienttime t. In (1b), wherethetime t denotedby kueheOyesterdaythe
mostsalienttime (otherthanthe utterancetiime), the resultinginterpretationis that the
states:priest(x)is locatedatatimet' prior to t, asgivenin (5).

(5) If -kuewerearelative pasttense the meaningof (1b) would belik e this:

s:priest(x)

Il Il |
I — I

t t=yesterday’ now

Althoughthe states:priest(x)is now correctlylocatedin the pastof yesteday, (5) again

Is notthe desiredinterpretation.The problemis thatthe statechanges not entailed,.e.,

nothingrequiresthats:priest(x)is nottrue att anymore. In orderto maintainananalysis
of -kueasa pasttense pnehasto Pndaway to incorporatehe assertiorof a statechange
into thecompositionahnalysisof nounphrasesnarkedwith -kue Therearethreelogical

possibilities:the statechangecould ariseas(i) partof the meaningof the noun(phrase),
(i) partof the meaningof (nominal) pasttensesor (iii) partof the rule thatcombines
the meaningof the nounand-kue Option (i) is implausiblebecausenounsthatare not

marked with -kue (like paODpriestid (1a)) do not entail a statechange.Option (i) also
doesnot strike me aswell-motivatedbecauseét would requirethe meaningof a nominal
pasttenseto differ from that of a verbal pasttense.No statechangeis entailedwhena

stateis locatedin the pastvia a verbal pasttense:for instancesentencda) in (6), where
the states:sick(x)is assertedo betruein the past,mightimplicatea statechange(e.g.,
OBillis not sick todayObut doesnot entailit becausga) canbefelicitously continuedby

(b). (Comparg(6) to theinfelicitousdiscoursen (4).)

(6) (a)YesterdayBill wassick. (b) ...andhestill is today

Thus,in orderto maintainan analysisof -kue aspasttenseunderoption (ii), we would
have to postulatethat nominal but not verbal pasttenseentailsa statechange. While
suchan analysisis possiblein principle, it is undesirableo assumethat the meaning
contribution of pasttensevarieswith thelexical cateyory of the hostexpression.Finally,
animplementatiorof option (iii) would consistof statingthatthe rule thatcombineshe
meaningof a nounwith the meaningof -kuenot only locatesthe denotationof the noun
in the pastof a contextually salienttime, but alsoaddsthe entailmentof a statechange
rejectoption(iii) becausét placesalarge burdenonthe semanticcompositiorrule, andl
concludethat-kueis nota pasttense.

Turning to the other nominal temporalmarler, i.e., -r&, considera context in which a
manknows that he will seehis future wife in Januaryof next year andwill marry her
the foll owing November He canfelicitously utter (7), whereche rembieko OmywifeQis
markedwith -ra.

(7)  Ambueary-pe a-hecha-t@herembirelo-ra-me.

other yearPEl-seeTA my wife-RA-PE
ONEt yearl will seemy futurewife.O
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An analysisof -ra asa nominalfuture tensecannotprovide the correctinterpretationof
(7) in thegivencontet. As adeictictenserawould locatethe states:wife(sp,x)(where
Osp@enoteghe spealer) atthetime t denotedby Onet year@n thefuture of the utterance
time. Thus,(7) would receve aninterpretatiorin which the womanis the spealer@wife
att Onet yearOwhich is not true in the given context sincethey are not marriedwhen
they meetin JanuaryAs arelative tensera locatess:wife(sp,x)atatimet' in thefuture
of thetime t denotedby Onet yearOThis is undesirableagain sinceshewill becomehis
wife in the Novemberthatis includedin t. The basicproblemwith thetenseanalysisof
-racis thatit locatess:wife(sp,x)at a particular time (in the future of the utterancdime
or acontectually salienttime). However, the meaningof (7) doesnot containinformation
aboutthe time whenthe womanwill becomethe spealer®wife but merely assertshat
shecurrentlyis his futurewife. | concludethat-rais notafuturetense.

1.2 The temporal interpretation of noun phrases

Reichenbacl{1947)assumeshatthreetimesarenecessaryo representhe temporalin-
terpretatiorof a proposition:thetime of utterancgTU), the situationtime of the stateor
eventof the proposition(TSit), andthereferencdime (RT), which s thetime the propo-
sitionis about TenseexpresseshetemporalrelationshipbetweenTU andRT, andaspect
expresseshetemporalrelationshipbetweerRT andTSit, wherethetemporalrelationship
canbeoneof precedencegverlapor successionSinceothertheoriesof temporality(cf.,
Smith1991,KampandReyle 1993,Klein 1994)sharetheseassumptionghe analysisof
thetemporalinterpretationof nounphrases develop hereis compatiblewith them,too.
How canthesetheorieswhich weredevelopedwith the temporalinterpretationof verbs
andverbalprojectionan mindonly, bemodibedo incorporateahetemporalnterpretation
of non-werbalexpressions’And whatarethe predictionsthatsuchtheoriesmake regard-
ing the temporalinterpretationof non-wverbalexpressions?n this andthe next section,
| pursueonereinterpretatiorof currenttheoriesof temporalityand presentan aspectual
analysisof the nominaltemporalmarkersof Guarar®.

Whatdoesit meanfor aspecto expresstherelationshipbetweerRT andTSit? Consider
the examplein (8). Following Klein (1994),| assumehattenseandtemporaladwerbs
constrainthetimesfrom which a RT canbe selectedn a particulardiscoursecontet; in

(8), RT is thereforeconstrainedo lie in the pastof TU (becausef the pasttenseon the
verbwin) andwithin thedenotatiorof lastyear.

(8) Lastyear astudentwvon.

Sincetheverbwin is realizedin perfectve aspec{unmarledin English),its TSit is real-
izedwithin theRT (cf., e.g.,KampandReyle 1993,Klein 1994). Theoriesof temporality
(moreor lessexplicitly) assumehata propositiononly containsoneTSit, namelythatof
themainverb,andhenceonly oneaspectelationis establishedHowever, sincetheverb
is not the only contentfulexpressionsn a clausethatneedgo betemporallyinterpreted,
| submitthata propositioncanconsistof morethanoneTSit, andhencemorethanone
aspectelation.In particular a propositioncontainsasmary TSitsastherearecontentful
expressionge.g.,verbs,nouns,adjectves, possessks, etc.),and eachof theseTSits is
temporallyinterpretedoy relatingit individually to the RT. In contrasto aspectthetense
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relationship,i.e., the relationshipbetweenTU andRT, is uniquefor a given proposition
sinceTU andRT areuniquetimesfor any given proposition. In (9), the representation
of the propositionof (8), RT andTU arefree variables:they areconstrainedy lexical
materialbut needto be contetually resohed. (I assumelput do not representthatthe
discoursereferentx is existentially bound.) As indicated,tenseis the uniquerelation-
ship betweenRT and TU (hereRT" TU, where® Ois a linear precedenceelationship
betweertimes). Theaspectelationshigs instantiatedwice: the TSit of thenounstudent
(representedby ! (s), wheres is a statediscoursereferent)includesthe RT (RT#! (s))
becausdunmarled) nounsreceve animperfectve interpretation.The TSit of the event
win (representedly ! (e)) is locatedatthe RT. Thus,atthetime atwhich theindividual x
won, x wasastudent.(# is aninclusionrelationfor times.)

(9) RT" TUS$ last.year'(t) $ RT#t$ e:win(x) $ ! (e)# RT $ s:student(x) $ RT#! (s)
(tense) (aspect) (aspect)

This reinterpretatiorof currenttheoriesof temporalityis minimal becausat still only
operatewith TU, RT andTSit, andbecausét assumeshatthe sameconstraintgovern
thetemporalinterpretatiorof all contentfulexpressions.

1.3 Guaran®-kue and -raare nominal aspects

| proposethat -kueis a terminatve aspectand-ra is a prospectre aspect(cf. Bohne-
meyer (1998)for suchaspectsn YucatecMaya). A terminatve aspectassertghatthe
post-stateof the eventualityis true at RT, anda prospectie aspectassertdhat the pre-
stateof the eventualityis true at RT, wherepost-and pre-stateare dePnedasthe states
that hold (immediately)after the terminationor beforethe initiation of the eventuality
respectrely. | discusgheinterpretation®f (1a,b,c) givenin (10a,b,c) beforepresenting
a model-theoreticanalysisof the two aspects.In (10a,b,c)(wherel ignore the repre-
sentationof dePnitenes$or easeof exposition) | assumethatyd', the meaningof the
temporaladwerb kueheOyesterday€nnstrainghe RT, which is representedh (10a,b,c)
by RT#yd'(t). (Onceyd' is interpretedthe constraintOR" TUGOis added.)The evente
denotedby heha Osee@ceiesan imperfectie interpretationandhenceits TSit (i.e.,
I (e))is containedwithin the RT (representedly ! (e)# RT). In (1a),thenounphrasepali
Opriesti® not marked with -kueor -ra which resultsin animperfectve interpretationof
the noun: thus,in (10a), the RT is containedby the TSit of s:priest(x)(representedy
RT#! (s)). Consequentlyat RT, eis trueandtheindividualis a priest. POST andPRE are
functionsmappingan eventualityev (a states in (10b,c))notedby P to its post-or pre-
states, respectiely. Theinterpretationof (1b), wherethe nounpaOpriesti® marked
with theterminatve aspectkug is givenin (10b). Here,the conditionRT#! (s') means
that the states (i.e., the post-stateof s:priest(x))is locatedat the RT. Thus, yesterday
whenthe spealer sav theindividual, theindividual wasin the post-statef beingapriest,
which requiresthat the individual was a priestat an unspecibedime in the pastbut is
notanymoreatthetime of the seeing-gent. The statechangds entailedby theaspectual
analysiof -kuebecaus®f thelocalizationof the post-statef theeventualityattheRT. In
(10c),theinterpretatiorof (1c) wherethe nounis markedwith the prospectre aspectra,
the TSit of S (the pre-stateof s:priest(x))is locatedat the RT. Crucially, this implicates
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thats canbetrue atatime in the future, but it doesnot requirethe localizationof s ata
time in thefuture (cf., thediscussiorof example(7)).

(10) a. RT#yd'(t) $ ersee(sp,x) $ ! (e)# RT $ s:priest(x) $ RT# ! (s)
b. RT#yd'(t) $ e:see(sp,x) $ ! (e)# RT $ s':posT(s:priest)(x) $ RT# ! (s')
c. RT#yd'(t)$ e:see(sp,x) $ ! (e)# RT $ s':PrRE(s:priest)(x) $ RT# ! (s')

(11a)and(11b)give a model-theoreticahnalysisfor the terminatve andprospectie as-
pect,respectrely. Both aspectdasicallyarefunctionsfrom an eventuality(i.e., stateor
event) predicateP to atime rangetgt from which anactualRT is selectedrom context.
Thus, asdiscussedor the examplesabore, a terminatve (TERM) aspectspecibeghat
the TSit of the post-stateof the eventualityincludesthe RT, while a prospectie aspect
(PROSP)specibeshatthe TSit of the pre-stateof the eventualityincludesthe RT.

(11) a TERM:="P"tz;%%V[P(ev) $ S:POST(®) $ trr # ! ()]
b. PROSP:="P'trr%%&V[P(ev) $ S:PRE(8) $ trr # ! (3)]

Furthersupportfor the aspectuaanalysisof -kueand-ra comesfrom thefactthatanoun
phrasecanbe marked with morethanoneof thesesufexes(in eitherorder). In (12), for
instancethenounpaOOpriesi®markedwith both-raand-kue(-nguein nasakontets) &

(12) Kuehe a-hechgaOra-nguepe.
Yesterday-see priestRA-KUE-PE
Olsawv theformerfuture priestO

Theinterpretatiorof (12) underthe aspectuaénalysisof -kueand-ra is givenin (13): it

stateghatat the RT, the spealer saw the individual denotedby the nounphrase andthe
individual wasin the post-stateof the pre-stateof beinga priest. The aspectuahnalysis
correctlyprecludeghe realizationof the states:priest(x)itself, unlike the tenseanalysis
(which | mustleave up to thereaderto checkfor reason®f space).

(13) RT#yd'(t)Se:see(sp,x) $ ! (e)# RT $ s":posT(s":PRE(s:priest))(x) $ RT#! (s*)

Besidesthe empiricaladvantage exampleslike (12) alsodemonstratea conceptuabd-

vantageof the aspectuabver the tenseanalysis. The function of tenseis to temporally
relatetwo times, at leastone of which is contextually determinedn all existing charac-
terizationsof tense. This meansthatin exampleslike (12), the two nominaltemporal
markers(if they weretenses)vould expresstwo differenttemporalrelationsfor the two

times. Thus,conceptuallythe co-occurrencef two tenseson a singleexpressions not

compatiblewith the function thatis usually attributed to tense. This conceptualprob-

lem is not encounteredby the aspectuahnalysisbecauseaspectis assumedo identify

the perspectie thatis taken uponan eventuality andone canimagineusingtwo aspec-
tual markersto expressa (temporally)more comple perspeciie, asin (12). Empirical

supportis provided by the existenceof languagedik e English, Geogian and Bulgarian
which realizemultiple aspect®n verbs(cf., Comrie1976,30ff.).

8Despitethehigh frequeng of exampeswith paOOpriest this paper -kueand-ra areproductve with
awide rangeof nounswhich will be properlyreRectecanddiscussedh futurework.
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The Pnalexamplel discussheretakesup the point| madeabove regardingexample(2),
repeatedelow for corvenience.In (2), the nounphraseche ru Omyfather@s notinter-
pretedrelative to the referencaime (constrainedy Oin19500but at the utterancetime.
For English,Enid(1981),Musan(1995)andTonhausef2002)pointoutthatnounphrases
are not necessarilynterpretedat the referenceime but, unlike verbs,nounphrasesare
free to be interpretedat other contectually salienttimes (like the utterancetime). The
example(2) illustratesthatthis seemgo betruein principalfor Guaram,too.

(2) Cheru  oi-koveypy 1950-pe.
my father3-live origin 1950 PE.
OMyfatherwasbornin 19500

An interestingquestionthenis to determinewhich nounphrasesareinterpretedat times
otherthanthereferencdime, andwhich timesarerelevantfor thetemporalinterpretation
of nounphrasegcf., Musan1995, Tonhause2002). | believe thatthe key to answering
thesequestiongs the functionof nounphrasesin contrastto the mainverb of a clause,
which senesto predicatea propertyor relationof the eventparticipantsthefunctionof a

nounphrasas to identifyaneventparticipant.As such thecontentfulexpressionsvithin a

nounphrasege.g.,noun,adjectve, possesse) needto expresspropertiesor relationsthat
allow the identibcationof the event participant(togetherwith the meaningcontribution

of the determineror quantiber of course). This goal is achieved if the denotationsof

theseexpressionsare salientin the discouse context at a particular time for the event
participant. Of course,it is not necessaryhat this time be the referencetime. In (2),

for example,the relationalnounru Oéther@with the spealer asthe possessoris highly

salientatthetime of utteranceandtherebyideally senesto identify this eventparticipant.
Thereferencdime (asthetime which the propositionis abou) is not relevantto identify
theeventparticipantin (2), but is relevantonly to theverbwhich predicates propertyof

the event participantat this time. This is not to saythatthe referencdime only playsa

minor role in the temporalinterpretationof nounphrasesin fact,in mostinstancest is

thereferencdime thatis the salienttime for the denotationof a nounphrase andhence
for the denotation®f the contentfulexpressionsvithin a nounphrase(cf., the examples
in (1)). Thus,l aguein Tonhause(2002)thatnounphrasesreby default interpretecdat

thereferencdime, unlessthereis contectual evidenceto the contrary®

1.4 Conclusions

| arguedthat Guara®hasnominalaspectscomparabléo verbalaspectsThe formaliza-
tion of themeaningof nominalaspectganbeintegratedio currenttheoriesof temporality
like Reichenbach947 KampandReyle 1993,Klein 1994,if we assumeéhattheaspecis
notuniquefor apropositionbut is establishedetweerRT andthe TSit of eacheventuality
in aproposition.

9For reasonf spacel cannotdo justice hereto previous proposals. However, in Tonhause(2002)
| point out that Ent (1981) does not restrictthe temporalinterpretationof nounphrasesat all, and| give
countergamplesto all of therestrictiongproposedy Musan(1995).
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2 Aspectsof semanticvariation in the temporal inter pretation of noun phrases

Oneof the centralconcernsf crosslinguisticsemantiaesearchs to identify the nature
of semanticvariationandthe locusof this variationin the systemof grammar(cf., e.g.,
BarwiseandCooper(1981),Bachetal. (1995),Bohnemger (1998)andChierchia(1998)
for suchstudiesn avarietyof domainsof naturallangua@). In this sectionl briel3ycom-
parethetemporalinterpretaion of noun phrasesn EnglishandGuara®:| prstidentify a
similarity betweenthe two languagesvherewe might not have expecied one (giventhe
exclusionof Englishfrom NordlingerandSadler(2004,%2)), andthenpoint to akind of
semantiovariationin this domainthathasnot beendiscussedn theliteratureyet.

Thereasorwhy alanguagédik e Englishis notincludedin NordlingerandSadler§(2004,
02) studyis thatEnglishdoesnothave grammaticalizedemporalkexpressionsn thenomi-
naldomain,but Oonly@emporakadjectives(lik e formerandfuture). However, it is evident
from theexampledn thelastsectionthatthetemporakdjectvesin Englishsene asimilar
functionalpurposeasthe Guara®sufpxes: for instancejn (1b), in orderto identify that
the propertyOpriesti® not true for the individual denotedby the nounphrase a spealer
of Englishusesthe adjectve formeranda spealer of Guara®usesthe sufbx -kue And,
in fact, Dowty, Wall and Peters(1981, 163f.) proposean analysisof former which is
strikingly similar to the onel gave for -kuein the lastsection: (14) basicallystatesthat
formerpriestis trueatatimet if priestis trueatatimet' thatprecedes, but notatt.

(14)  [formedy 4w ="Rsrewm:[[RI(&WI) E 1$ %' sth.t' " t[R](&w,t")=1]

This (basicallyaspectualanalysisof formerdiffersfrom theterminatve analysisof -kue
only in that (14) requiresthatR is not true at t, while TERM in (11a)requiresthatthe

post-stateof R is true att. This differenceis crucial with respectto exampleslike (15).

Accordingto theanalysisof formerin (14), thetruth valueof (15)is falsebecausdéormer
requiresgpolicemanto befalseatthetime of utterancevhile theadjectve presentequires
policemanto betrueatthetime of utterance.

(15) PeterHoyle is aformerandpresentUkiah policemant®

| proposethat former is betteranalyzedas a terminatve aspectjust like Guaram®-kue
(15) thenmeanghat, at the utteranceime, PeterHoyle is a policemanaswell asin the
post-stateof beinga policeman.This is compatiblewith whatwe learnabouthim in the
discoursecontext: PeterHoyle wasdismissedn the past,but thenreinstatedlIt is notsur
prisingthatlanguagessdifferentas Guara®and Englishhave expressionghatdirectly
affect the temporalinterpretationof nours. As a consequencef my analysis,both lan-
guagehave nominalaspectgwhich of coursediffer in thedegreeof grammaticalization),
andthetwo languagesirenot asexotically differentaswe might think.1!

However, thereexists evidencethatpointsto semanticvariationin how nounphrasesre
temporallyinterpretedn Guara®andEnglish,a kind of variationthathasnot yet been
identibPedin theliterature. The brstexample,in (16), is takenfrom a folk tale: the main

10http://www.greenmac.com/eagle/lSSUES/ISSUE23-9/08PoIiceAccountab ility.html
Loneimportantdifferencebetweerthe Guaradaspectuasufpxesandthe Endish adjectivesis thatthe
formercanco-occurwith awider variety of nominalexpressionslik e relative andcompkementclauses.
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actor amonkey, hasbeentied to a postby awomanwho thenwalkedaway. Themonkey
is now trying to trick a fox, who is passingoy, into untying him andletting himself be
tied to the post. Themonkey says(16) to thefox:

(16)  Che-jorapyaOe ai-pomtoro-mdcherendakue-pe.
me-untiequickly I-you-put my place KUE-PE
OUntianequickly andldl putyouin my placeO

ThedifferencebetweerEnglishandGuaramthatis illustratedby (16) is thetime atwhich
thepossesse relationbetweerthe monkey andtheplaceis interpreted Accordingto the
contet, the possesse relationis true at the utterancetime, but not at the time in the
future (the referenceime) at which the verb mosOput@ interpreted.In Guara®,where
the possessie noun phraseche rendaOmyplace@s marked with the terminatie aspect
-kue thepossesse relationis interpretedelative to thereferencdime: -kuecorveysthat
the possessi relationis terminatedat the referenceime. In the Englishtranslation,on
theotherhand thenounphrasedmylace@ interpretedelative to theutterancdime. The
examplesin (17) illustratethatonecannotforce aninterpretationof the possessie noun
phraseOmyplace@elative to the referenceime: whenthe nounphrasemy placeoccurs
with temporaladjectvesthat force suchan interpretation the examplesare considered
strangeandoverly specifyby native spealersof English.

(17)  a. #Untiemequickly andI@ putyouin my formerplace.
b. #Untiemequickly andI@ putyouin my thenformerplace.

A secondexampleof this typeis (18). Imaginea context in which | statethatmy friend
Juanis marryingtomorrav. A spealer of Guaramcould inquire aboutJuan®bestman
usingthe questionin (18a) (with the nominalaspectra) or the onein (18b) (with the
predicatve (futuretenseor irrealismood)marker -ta), but, crucially, thequestionn (18c)
is inappropriaten this context.!?

(18) a. Mava-pa i-painora?

personQu his-best.marrRA
OWhas his futurebestman?0

b. Mava-pa i-painota?
personQu his-best.masrA
OWhawill hisbestmanbe?0

c. #Mava-pa i-paino?
personQu his-best.man
OWhas his bestman?0

In English,it is perfectlybneto inquire abouttheidentity of Juan€bestmanwith Whois
his bestman? (cf., (18c)) althoughthe weddingis known to take placetomorrav. Thus,
the noun phrasei-paino OhidbestmanOn Guara®mustbe interpretedat the reference
time (whichis theutterancdime in (18a)andin thefutureof theutterancdimein (18b)),
while the English counterparis not restrictedto an interpretationat the referenceime

2Althoughboth-ra and-ta on the surface sufPx to the nounphrase-paino Ohivestman®l, assumehat
-ramodibeghenounphrasewhile -ta modibesa phonologicallyunrealizedcopula.
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(here time of utteranceut canbeinterpretedat a contextually giventime in thefuture.

Concluding,in the two examplesin (16) and (18), the Guara®noun phrasesare inter-
pretedat the referencetime, whereasthe English counterpartscan be interpretedat a
contectually giventime. Futureresearcmeedso determinghe systematicityof this vari-
ation, aswell asthe contrituting factors. For instancejs the variationa correlateof the
factthat Guara®hasgrammaticalizechominalaspectwhile Englishusesadjectves, or
is this variationdueto a differencebetweenthe temporalsystemsf the two languages,
possiblyindependentf thelevel of grammaticalizatiorof nominaltemporalmarkers?

3 Someareasfor futur ereseach

Before concludingthis paper | pointto threeareador futureresearchFirst, | hypothe-
sizethatthe nominaltemporalmarkersof mostof the languagesdentibedn Nordlinger
andSadler(2004,02) arenominalaspectstoo, ratherthannominaltensesbecauséheir

meaningsare so strikingly similar to thoseof correspondingsuara®examples.For in-

stance(19) is an examplefrom Halkomelem(Salish)wherethe possessie nounphrase
tel xeltelOmypencil@s sufbxedwith -elh, which Burton (1997 andNordlingerandSadler
(2004)analyzeasa pasttense(glossed,sT), but | suggests aterminative aspect.

(19) tel xeltel-elh
my pencikpsT
OmyformerpencilO (Burton1997,67-68)

Second thereexists at leastone languagewhich seemsto employ its nominal tempo-
ral marlers very differently from Guara® (and which | thereforedon®includein the

hypothesisstatedabore). This languageis Somali (Cushitic), discussedn greatde-

tail in Lecarmefwork (cf., e.g., Lecarme2004). In (20a), the argumentnoun phrase
OwmanGhe directionaladjunctOtdownCaswell asthe verb appeamwith whatLecarme
andNordlinger& Sadlercall Opagenses@\ccordingto the Englishtranslationof (20a),
the propertyOwman(s interpretedat the RT, which precedeshe TU, asconstrainedy

the verbalpasttense.Thus,the Onomingbasttense@ this exampledoesnot corvey an

anteriorityrelationshipthatonly appliesto the nounOwmanORather the Onominapast
tense®ere conveys the samemeaningas the verbal pasttense(RT precedesrU), and
identiPeghatthenounis trueat RT. And (20b) raisesdoubtwhetherthis markerreally is

Opast@oonis marked with Opastense®ut (accordingto the glossandtranslation)the

marker doesnot establishany kind of anteriorityrelationshipin (20b)whatsoeer.

(20) a. naag-tii magpalk-dai w-ay tag-tay.
woman-f-[+pastfown-detF[+pastF-2FSgo.to-f-[+past]
OThevomanwentto town O (Lecarme2004,(ex5a))

b. (weligay)dghurkai baanwax cunaa.
always noon-detM[+pastF.1S thing eat[-past]
Ol(always)eatat noonO (Lecarme2004,(ex6a))

Finally, currenttheoriesof temporalityassumehattenseis the relationshipbetweenrU
andRT (cf., sectionl). This predictsthatin orderfor a languageio have nominaltense
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thatis distinct from verbaltense,we would have to abandorthe assumptiorthat there
is a uniqueRT for every proposition. In sucha languagenominaltensewould express
arelationshipbetweenTU anda RT thatis relevantonly for the temporalinterpretation
of the nominalphraseto which it attacheswhile a verbaltense within the sameclause,
couldrelateTU to aRT', whereRT andRT' aredistinctreferencgimes. Giventhe char

acterizationof the RT asthe time the propositionis about(cf., e.g.,Klein (1994)),the
assumptiorthata propositioncouldbeinterpretedelative to two differentRTsis concep-
tually implausible whichin turn precludeshe existenceof languagesvith nominaltense.
The empiricalbasisandtheoreticalconsequencesf this move arewill be addressedh

futureresearch.

4 Conclusions

| argue (sectionl) that the nominal temporalsufPxes of Guara®are nominal aspects
comparableto verbal aspectan well-studiedlanguagesand similar in meaningto the
Englishtemporaladjectvesformer andfuture. Guara®and Englishexhibit differences
in theway in which nounphrasesaretemporallyinterpretedn context (section2). The
natureof thesemantiosariationin this domainof languageaswell asthetopicsin section
3, areissued hopeto take upin futureresearch.
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